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NEW YORK SECRETARY OF STATE AS AGENT OF NEW 
YORK CORPORATIONS FOR SERVICE OF PROCESS 


Now that November 1 is here and the official forms have been 
prepared by the State and printed (an ample supply of these, by 
the way, is available for distribution at each of our offices) it is, 
perhaps, not out of the way for us to call attention again to the 
fact that by amendment to the New York Stock Corporation Law 
(effective on and after Nov. 1, 1934) each domestic business corpo- 
ration formed prior to Jan. 1, 1935, must file with the Secretary of 
State at Albany, unless its certificate of incorporation carries such 
designation and mailing address (as it must if filed on or after 
November 1, 1934) a certificate (on one of the forms referred to 
above) designating him as the agent on whom process on behalf of 
the corporation may be served, which certificate shall set forth the 
address to which the Secretary of State shall mail a copy of any 
such process served on him. 


It is a matter of interest that many thousands (literally) of 
requests for copies of the certification forms have come in to us. 


This influx has been prompted no doubt by the knowledge that 
all of our offices are prepared to serve throughout in this regard 
for counsel, and that our office in Albany stands ready to attend to 
the filing of the certification (of which there will be scores of thou- 
sands) and to see to it that advice that filing actually has been 
accomplished is transmitted to counsel promptly. 
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Counsel for 
New York 


corporations— 


TAKE NOTICE 


Unless organized after October 31, 1934, every New York 
corporation must file with the Secretary of State before 
January 1, 1935 a special form designating the Secretary 
of State as agent for service of process and setting forth 
an address to which the Secretary shall forward any 
process served on the corporation. 


The Albany office of The Corporation Trust Company is 
relieving many attorneys of bother and worry in connec- 
tion with this matter and will gladly do so for you. Send 
us the names of your clients for which the Designation 
must be filed and we will forward you the required num- 
ber of forms; when executed and returned to us our 
Albany agent will PERSONALLY see to the filing, 
taking a receipt from the Secretary of State which will 
be forwarded to you promptly. 


Our charge for filing will be made very small. 
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The Corporation Journal is published by The Corporation Trust 
Company monthly, except in July, August, and September. Its 
purpose is to provide, in systematic and convenient form, brief 
digests of significant current decisions of the courts, and the more 
important regulations, rulings or opinions of official bodies, which 


have a bearing on the organization, maintenance, conduct, regu- 
lation, or taxation of business corporations. It will be mailed regu- 
larly, postpaid and without charge, to lawyers, accountants, 
corporation officials, and others interested in corporation matters, 
upon written réquest to any of the company’s offices (see next page). 

When it is desired to preserve the Journal in a permanent file, a spe- 
cial and very convenient form of binder will be furnished at cost ($1.50). 
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Having offices and representatives Being incorporated under the Bank- 
in every state and oohecy of the ing, Law of New York, of a —_ 
United States and every province of a company incorporated under the 
Canada and a large, trained organi- Trust Company Law of New Jersey, 
zation at Washington, this company the combined assets always approxi- 

; mating a million dollars, this company 


—acts as Transfer or Co-Transfer 
Agent or Registrar for the securi- 
ties of corporations; 


—acts as Trustee, Custodian of 
Securities, Escrow Depositary or 
Depositary for Reorganization 
Committees ; 


—files for attorneys all pa- 
pers, holds incorporators’ 


—compiles and issues :— 


The Stock Transfer Guide and Service 
The Corporation Tax Service, State and Local 
The Congressional Legislative Service 
The Supreme Court Service 
—and through its Loose Leaf Service Division, Commerce 
Clearing House, Inc., issues:— 


Federal Trade Regulation Service (N.R.A.) 
+ ee a 
tory office or nt required ank Law Services. eral and State 
for either dene or for- Stock Exchange Regulation Service Securities Act Service 
eign corporation in any Trust Department and Insurance Trust Service 
jurisdiction: Legislative Reporting Service 
Aviation Law Service State Tax Services 
Board of Tax Appeals Service 
Liquor Control Law Service 
N. Y, Advance Digest Service Mich. Advance Digest Service 
Pennsylvania Advance Digest Service 
Public Utilities and Carriers Service 
bor Law Service 
Business Law Reference Service Bankruptcy Law Service 
Insurance Law Reporting Service Inheritance Tax Service 
Legal Periodical Digest Service 
Stocks and Bonds Law Service 
Court Decisions Reporting Services 
Tax Systems of the World 





Consolidated Income Tax Returns 


G. F. LEPaGe 


The Revenue Act of 1934, the 
income tax title of which is appli- 
cable to taxable years beginning 
after December 31, 1933, has taken 
away from all corporations (except 
railroad corporations) the privi- 
lege of filing consolidated income 
tax returns. As a result, a rear- 
rangement of the structure of large 
corporate businesses may be ex- 
pected, and many of these are now 
being worked out. Such readjust- 
ments may involve the dissolution 
of sales or other subsidiary corpo- 
rations, the surrender by such 
companies of their licenses to trans- 
act business in foreign states, and 


the licensing in such foreign states 
of the former parent company. 
Directly concerned are those busi- 
nesses which in the past have been 
operated through more than one 


corporation. Various considera- 
tions have resulted in the creation 
of separate corporations, affiliated 
through stock ownership with one 
parent company, to operate differ- 
ent branches of a business. A 
common illustration is the sales 
company. 

From 1918 to 1933 (and for fiscal 
years ended in 1934), affiliated 
corporations, that is, those which 
came within the statutory defini- 
tion of an affiliated group, could 
elect to file consolidated returns. 
Such an affiliated group was there- 


by permitted to consolidate in one 
return the aggregate net income 
of all its members, on the princi- 
ple that the tax should be levied 
on the true net income of a single 
enterprise, even though carried on 
through more than one corpora- 
tion. Thus the operating losses 
of one company could be offset 
against the profits of another; in- 
tercompany transactions could be 
consummated without the recog- 
nition of taxable gains; and tax 
was avoided on intercompany dis- 
solutions. 


The loss of the consolidated re- 
turn privilege by affiliated corpo- 
rations may result in a higher 
aggregate income tax to the group 
if each member must pay a tax on 
the basis of its own operations. 
However, attention may be called 
to Section 45 of the Revenue Act, 
which heretofore has seen little 
application. The section provides 
that where two or more organiza- 
tions, trades or businesses are 
owned or controlled by the same 
interests, the Commissioner is 
authorized to distribute, apportion 
or allocate gross income or deduc- 
tions among them, if he deter- 
mines it is necessary to so do in 
order to prevent evasion of taxes 
or clearly to reflect the income of 
such organizations, trades or 
businesses. 
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Domestic Corporations 


Delaware. 


May a voting trust be created by a deposit of the stock merely, 
there being no transfer on the books? We do not go beyond the 
question carried in the caption, which, indeed, the Court of Chancery 
of Delaware (New Castle County) finds it unnecessary to answer. 
However, the remarks directed to Section 18 of the Delaware Gen- 
eral Corporation Law which provides for voting trusts, are of interest. 
The section in its early words provides that “one or more stock- 
holders may by agreement in writing deposit capital stock with or 
transfer capital stock to any person,” etc., for voting trust purposes. 
It was contended that the mere deposit, without transfer, was suffi- 
cient to create a valid voting trust. The court says: “This conten- 
tion raises the question of whether a voting trust may be formed by 
the mere deposit of stock with voting trustees in contradistinction 
to a transfer on the books. The statute in the quoted clause, if its 
literal language be observed, recognizes such a distinction. But later 
language in the section from which the quoted clause is excerpted 
lends some support to the suggestion which is advanced by the solici- 
tor for the Middleton faction, that a ‘deposit’ of stock is never effected 
within the meaning of the section unless it is followed by an actual 
transfer. Language is to be found in the master’s report, confirmed 
by me, in the case of In re Chilson, 19 Del. Ch. 398, 168 A. 82, which 
appears to hold that there may be a deposit of stock under a voting 
trust without an accompanying transfer. The language referred to 
is dictum, and I think it well that it should stand as a query rather 
than as the statement of an approved rule.” Smith v. First Personal 
Bankers’ Corporation et al., 171 A. 839. Howard Duane (of Keedy 
& Duane), of Wilmington, for the Middleton group. John Biggs, Jr., 
and Stewart Lynch, both of Wilmington, for the Smith group. 


Georgia. 


Corporation which continues business after expiration of its char- 
ter is a de facto corporation. The Court of Appeals of Georgia, Divi- 
sion No. 2, says, specifically: “Where a corporation, incorporated 
under the name of “Trustees of the Young Harris Institute,’ con- 
tinues, after the expiration of its charter, to operate within its corpo- 
rate powers in the conduct of the business for the transaction of 
which it was incorporated, and holds itself out to the public as a 
corporation under the name of ‘Young L. G. Harris College,’ and 
does business as a corporation under that name, it is a de facto cor- 
poration. * * * it cannot escape liability upon the ground that its 
charter has expired and there was no such corporation as ‘Young L. 
G. Harris College’.” And it is said, generally: “Where a regularly 
chartered corporation continues, after the expiration of its charter, 
to conduct, within its corporate powers, the business for which it was 
incorporated, and deals with others as a corporation, it is a de facto 
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corporation, and is liable upon contracts which it has made within 
its corporate powers. In a suit against it upon a contract so made, 
a defense that the corporation’s charter has expired and that it is 
nonexistent as a corporation cannot be maintained. This is true not- 
withstanding the de facto corporation does business with the public 
under and holds itself out as having a name which is different from, 
though a slight variation of, the name under which it was incorpo- 
rated.” Hall v. Kimsey et al., 173 S. E. 437. Appearances: R. C. 
Jenkins, of Eatonton; J. B. Jones, of Gainesville, and T. S. Candler, 
of Blairsville. 


Illinois. 


Corporation having preferred stock restricted to 7% cumulative 
dividends may not declare and pay stock dividend. “It is elemen- 
tary,” says the Illinois Supreme Court, in this case, “that the statute 
in force when the contract between the shareholders was made is a 
part of their contract. Where no statute exists, the contract itself is 
all that need be looked to to determine the preferential rights of 
preferred stockholders.” At the time the contract was entered into 
here, the Illinois statutes authorized a corporation to divide its “cap- 
ital stock into such classes, with such preferences, rights, values and 
interests as may be provided in the articles of incorporation”; also 
that shares of stock having a par value should be represented b 
certificates on which preferences (if any), etc., etc., were to be stated. 
Here, as to the preferred stock, the articles provide for 7% cumu- 
lative dividends before the payment of any dividends on the common 
and constitute such preferred stock a first lien on the assets in event 
of dissolution. The by-laws carry the same provision, and show 
that the capital stock was to consist of a small number of par value 
common stock and a large number of preferred stock, and stipulate 
that on any increase of capital stock such increase is to be offered 
pro rata to the then existing shareholders. The preferred stock 
certificates carry the provision about 7% preference, adding, how- 
ever, “and no more.” A common stock-dividend was paid, one share 
to each holder of a share of common or preferred stock; theretofore 
no dividends had been paid on the common; the preferred had re- 
ceived its 7% regularly; after the stock dividend was paid, a so-called 
equalizing dividend, at a percentage of 49%, was paid on the original 
comparatively small amount of common; after the stock dividend 
cash dividends were paid on all the common. The trial court directed 
that a resolution increasing the capital stock be vacated and set aside; 
that the certificates issued as a stock dividend be surrendered to the 
corporation and cancelled; that the cash dividends made subsequent 
to the stock dividend be repaid; the directors were enjoined from 
paying more than 7% on the preferred; and an accounting was 
ordered. The Appellate Court for the Second District, reversed. The 
Illinois Supreme Court restores the finding of the trial court. Ten- 
nant v. Epstein et al., 189 N. E. 864. Paul MacGuffin, of Libertyville, 
and Kirkland, Fleming, Green & Martin, of Chicago (Howard Ellis, 





248 The Corporation Journal 


J. Fred Reeve, and J. B. Martineau, Jr., all of Chicago, of counsel), 
for appellant. Walter Bachrach, of Chicago, and Hall & Hulse, of 
Waukegan (Arthur Magid, of Chicago, of counsel), for appellees. 


Maryland. 


Unless otherwise provided, dividends on preferred stock are lim- 
ited to the rate prescribed by the charter. On the question indicated 
by the caption, the Court of Appeals of Maryland says, in part: 
“There can be no question that the popular rule, where there are no 
restrictions, is that the preferred stock is entitled only to be paid the 
fixed or prescribed dividend, * * *. The case here involves only 
a small local corporation, locally owned, but what we say with ref- 
erence to its preferred stock will apply with equal force to larger 
corporations, the stock of which may be widely scattered among 
people who have no acquaintance or familiarity with its operations, 
charter, resolutions, and by-laws. Their only source of information 
is the stock certificate, if they read it, and they do not often see that 
until it is bought and paid for. In view of what we regard, and 
Mr. Cook says [1 Cook on Corporations (6th Ed.)], is the common 
understanding of the investing public, it is the opinion of this court 
that the sound rule is, unless otherwise provided, that preferred stock 
dividends are limited to the rate prescribed by the charter of the 
issuing corporation and stated in the certificate, and that they are 
not cumulative unless that is provided.” James F. Powers Foundry 
Co. v. Miller et al., 171 A. 842. Appearances: James F. Evans and 
Joshua Clayton, both of Elkton; Edward D. E. Rollins and William 
J. Bratton, both of Elkton. 


New Jersey. 


It is no trifling thing to destroy a corporation. Minority stock- 
holders, here, sought a receivership which the Vice Chancellor granted. 
The New Jersey Court of Errors and Appeals reverses. It is noted 
“that a relatively large annual profit resulted until the last few years.” 
The court says: “It abundantly appears in this case that those in 
charge have curtailed manufacturing expense to the actual require- 
ments of the business, and although the future must always be uncer- 
tain, there is no reason why those who have wisely conducted the 
affairs of a business during the most trying times of the last half 
century should have the same liquidated at present. It is no trifling 
thing to destroy a corporation. The interests of the stockholders 
do not require such action in this case.” Argalas et al. v. Frank Theiss 
Co. et al., 171 A. 818. Rossbach & Crummy (by A. J. Rossbach), of 
Newark, for appellants. Max Krueger and Allan Krieger, both of 
Newark, for respondents. 


New York. 


Invalid provision in a voting trust agreement. In paragraph 2 of 
« the voting trust agreement here involved, it is declared that the trust 











Ohio. 
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shall continue for the full term of 10 years. Section 50 of the New 
York Stock Corporation law providing for voting trust agreements 
limits the life of such to ten years. In paragraph 3 of the agreement 
here under view it is provided that “At the expiration of the term 
of the trust hereby created, the trustees then in office are hereby 
authorized and empowered to make a new voting trust agreement 
for a further term and deposit all of the stock of the association 
thereunder, and the trustees in office at the expiration of the term 
of said renewal trust and of any subsequent renewal thereof are 
hereby authorized and empowered to do likewise.” The New York 
Supreme Court, Erie County, holds that this paragraph 3 is invalid, 
and without force and effect as providing or making an effort to 
provide for a term of more than ten years. It is further held, how- 
ever, that paragraph 3 is separable, may be disregarded, and so that 
“paragraph 2 establishes the validity of the voting trust agreement 
and that such voting trust agreement is valid, at least until the 
expiration of ten years from the date thereof.” Kittinger v. Churchill 
Evangelistic Ass'n, Inc., et al.,271 N. Y.S.510. Appearances: F. Paul 
Norton, of Buffalo (William C. Carroll, of Buffalo, of counsel) ; Coats- 
worth & Diebold, of Buffalo (E. L. Jung and Ralph K. Robertson, 
both of Buffalo, of counsel); Ladd, Garono & Jaeckle (Edwin F. 
Jaeckle, of counsel), of Buffalo; and John J. Sullivan, of Buffalo. 


Corporation may not be organized for purpose of engaging in the 
business of the practice of optometry. Articles of incorporation for 
a corporation to engage in the practice of optometry were presented 
to the Secretary of State of Ohio who refused to accept such, on the 
grounds that optometry is a “profession” rather than a business (Sec. 
1295-21, et seq., General Code) and that Section 8623-3 General Code 
prohibits incorporation for the purpose of carrying on any profession. 
Writ of mandamus to compel the Secretary to file the preferred arti- 
cles of incorporation was sought. The Supreme Court of Ohio 
sustains the Secretary of State and denies the writ. State ex rel. 
Harris et al. v. Myers, Secretary of State, 191 N. E. 99. Robert L. 
Barton, of Columbus, for relators. John W. Bricker, Atty. Gen., and 
Perry L. Graham, of Columbus, for respondent. 


Virginia. 

Treasury stock; stock outstanding; quorum for voting purposes. 
The charter of a Virginia corporation carries this unusual provision 
relative to prior preference stock. Such stock “shall have full vot- 
ing rights, each share to entitle the holder thereof to one vote; but 
so long as the prior preference stock outstanding shall be in excess 
of $10,000,000 par amount, the holders of the prior preference stock 
shall have the right, voting separately as a class, to elect a majority 


by one of the directors of the corporation.” 144,871 shares of the 
prior preference stock, par $100, were issued. The charter provides 
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for the redemption of this stock at a certain rate, as is the setting 
aside of a certain amount of the net earnings as a sinking fund for 
the purpose of redemption; it is also provided that without the affir- 
mative vote of two-thirds of this stock the right to elect directors as 
stated above is not to be denied. The Virginia statutes provide that 
stock of a corporation owned by the corporation may not be voted. 
Without complying with its charter provisions the corporation pur- 
chased and held in its treasury a large number of the prior preference 
shares so that much less than $10,000,000 par value thereof was out- 
standing in the hands of the public. At an annual meeting for the 
election of directors, etc., a majority of the prior preference stock 
in the hands of the public was present; a quorum of neither of the 
other two classes of stock (common stock and cumulative dividend 
participating preferred) was present. The chairman of the meeting 
declared that a majority of the prior preference stock was present 
and that the holders had a right to elect a majority by one of the 
directors; they did so. An objecting stockholder brought this suit 
alleging an illegal election on the grounds (1) that a quorum of all 
the stock of the corporation was not present at the meeting and (2) 
that the right of the prior preference shares to elect a majority by one 
of directors no longer existed as the par value of such stock outstand- 
ing aggregated less than $10,000,000; injunction sought; granted by 
chancery court on ground of lack of a quorum. The Supreme Court 
of Appeals of Virginia reverses, dissolves the injunction and dis- 
misses the suit. The court says: “The corporation * * * has 
illegally withdrawn from the public prior preference stock * * *.” 
“As heretofore stated, in this commonwealth a corporation has no 
right to purchase its own shares if the substantial rights of either 
creditors or stockholders will be adversely affected thereby. The 
right to elect a majority by one of the directors is a substantial one. 
The charter provides methods by which this right may be extin- 
guished. The corporation had no right to bring about the change 
in any other way. We rest the decision of this case on this ground, 
rather than on a strained interpretation of the term ‘stock outstand- 
ing’.” “The purpose of the charter provision was to provide for 
separate voting of the prior preference stockholders * * * so far 
as the election of directors was concerned. * * * The chairman 
was right in his ruling that prior preference stockholders, voting as 
a class, had the right to elect a majority by one of the directors, and 
that no other business could be transacted, for lack of a quorum.” 
Kemp et al. v. Levinger, 174 S. E. 820. Smith & Gordon and Leon M. 
Nelson, all of Richmond, for appellants. Wirt P. Marks, Jr., and 
Hunton, Williams, Anderson, Gay & Moore, all of Richmond, for 
appellee. 


West Virginia. 


Stockholders continuing business of corporation the charter of 
which has been forfeited do so as partners. Action for damages 
on account of death of employee against stockholders of corporation, 
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as partners, who continued to operate the business of the corpora- 
tion after its charter had been forfeited for nonpayment of license 
tax. No contribution had been made to the state compensation fund. 
A receiver was appointed but, so it was alleged, he never functioned 
as such, the management and control of the business continuing as 
before; subsequently, on payment of arrears, the original decree of 
forfeiture was set aside, the receiver was discharged, and to the 
corporation were restored its former charter rights and privileges. 
The Supreme Court of Appeals of West Virginia, affirms the ruling 
of the lower court sustaining the demurrer to defendants’ special plea 
in abatement. The court says that the corporation was neither de 
jure nor de facto at the time the cause of action arose, and con- 
cludes—“It was therefore unlawful for defendants to continue the 
\ business under the charter of the corporation, which had not only 

forfeited its rights and franchise for nonpayment of license tax, but 
had also failed to contribute to the compensation fund for the pro- 
tection of its employees. A court, under such circumstances, should 
not countenance a plea of this nature. To hold otherwise would 
enable individuals, in violation of the statute and without personal 
liability, to do business in the name of an insolvent corporation which 
is unable or unwilling to meet its obligations to the state, its em- 
ployees, and creditors.” Jones v. Young et al., 174 S. E. 885. Love & 


Love, of Fayetteville, for plaintiff. Dillon, Mahon & White, of Fay- 
etteville, for defendants. 





Foreign Corporations 


District of Columbia. 


Gathering news in Washington and transmitting such to news- 
paper in Chicago by the paper’s employees does not constitute “doing 
business” in the District by the Chicago newspaper corporation. 
A Chicago newspaper corporation not licensed to do business in the 
District of Columbia has an office in Washington from which several 
correspondents operate and from which by leased telegraph wire the 
gathered news is transmitted to Chicago for use or rejection by the 
paper or for sale by it to other papers. All expenses are paid by the 
Chicago paper. The men at the Washington office did nothing for 
their employer other than to gather and transmit news. The com- 
pany transacted no business in Washington otherwise than as here 
stated. Action was brought against the corporation, service of 
process on its behalf being made on its chief Washington corre- 
spondent in that city. The Court of Appeals of the District of Colum- 
bia says: “The court below held that defendant company was not 
doing business in the District of Columbia within the terms of the 
statute and could not be held subject to service of process here. We 
think the decision of the court was right.” Layne v. Tribune Co., 71 
F. (2d) 223. James A. O’Shea, John H. Burnett, and Alfred Gold- 
stein, all of Washington, for appellant. Louis G. Caldwell and A. W. 
Scharfeld, both of Washington, for appellee. 
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Session of the 74th Congress which convenes on January 
tance to every business man and every business man’s attop 
and accurately informed of the decisions and actions of th 
to-day newspaper stories of its doings and proposed doi 

is not enough for the man really concerned. For intell 
gent understanding he will need to read and study the text 
of the bills introduced that may affect him, to study 


amendments proposed to such 
bills, and to be informed prompt- 
ly of the actions taken by the 
committees, and the House and 
the Senate on such bills. Many 
measures which failed of enact- 
ment at the last Congress, as 
well as many new proposals, 
will be introduced and pressed 
by their proponents. A few of 
the subjects affecting which 
bills will be introduced are: 


ADVERTISING: 

Bills to prohibit exaggeration, misstate- 
ments and untruthfulness in adver- 
tising. 

BANKING AND CURRENCY: 

Bills proposing amendments to the 
Banking Act of 1933 similar to those 
ame in the Bulkley Omnibus 

— bill, S-3748, of the 73rd Con- 


Bi ages to amend the statutes respecting 
bank examinations. 


COMMERCE AND NAVIGATION: 
Bills to amend the laws relating to 
safety equipment and fire prevention. 


COPYRIGHTS: 
Bills to ayptes pageeten and regis- 
tration of designs for textiles. 


EXPORTS: 
Bills to prohibit the exportation of arms 
or munitions of war. 
Bills to prohibit exportation of certain 
= except in vessels of the United 
tates. 


—— AND DRUGS: i. 

ills to prevent manufacture, shipment 

se sake ae adulterated or mltreeae 
drugs and 

stein COMMERCE: 

Bills to divest certain products of their 
interstate character for state 
purposes. 

Bills to prevent interstate commerce in 
certain articles and commodities. 


= COMMERCE COMMIS 


Bills to amend the commerce clause of 
the Interstate Commerce Act. 


Bills to increase powers of Commission. 


JUDICIARY: 
Bills to amend the statutes relating to 
procedure. 
Bills authorizing persons, firms, — 
rations, associations or 
file bills of interpleader. 
LABOR: 
Bills providing for a thirty-hour week. 
Bills providing for unemployment in- 
surance. 
Bills for the settlement of labor dis 


putes. 
Bills to regulate use of machines. 


MOTION PICTURES: 

Bills to prevent obstructions and bur- 
dens upon interstate trade and Com 
merce in copyrighted motion 
films, etc. 


MOTOR VEHICLES: 

Bills imposing an excise tax on motor 
buses and trucks operating over the 
public highways. 

Bills regulating the transportation of 
passengers and freight by motor ca 
riers over public highways. 
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5. It is of utmost impor- 


y that he be kept constantly 


. The general day- 


WATIONAL RECOVERY ACT: 

Bills to extend and amend various pro- 
visions of the Act of June 16, 1933, 
especially with respect to Section 7 
(a) and price fixing. Also, probably 
resolutions pro ng investigation of 
the National Recovery Administra- 
tion. 

OIL AND PETROLEUM: 

Bills to regulate production and ship- 
ment in interstate and foreign com- 
merce. 

POSTAL SERVICE: 

Bills to amend various statutes relating 

to the postal service. 


RATEils to fs station 
ills to fix extent transpo agen- 
cies are to be subsidized by govern- 
ment. 
Bills affecting wages and working con- 
ditions of employees. 
Bills providing for pooling of freight 
ars 


c \e 

Bills affecting passenger traffic. 

Bills to regulate business of freight 
forwarding. 

These measures will poaity be based 
upon the report and recommendations 
by Federal Coordinator of Railroads 

astman. 


REVENUE AND TAXATION: 

Bills to prevent further tax evasions. 
Probably an administration bill to 
broaden the present tax base and in- 
crease revenues to the government. 

Bills to make income from Federal se- 
curities subject to the income-tax 


laws. 
Bills to repeal the so-called “nuisance 
taxes.” 


Bills to confer additional powers on the 
Board of Tax Appeals. 
TARIFF: 
Bills amending various provisions of 
the present Tariff Act. 


TRUSTS AND MONOPOLIES: 
Bills to amend Federal Trade Commis- 
sion Act relative to unfair price com- 
etition. 
Bills to define the intent of the anti- 
trust laws as to certain agreements. 


THE CONGRESSIONAL SERVICE 


Complete, systematic and always up-to-the-minute information on any 
proposed line of legislation that interests you is made possible and simple 


by The Corporation Trust Company’s Congressional Service. 


Let us show 


= at how small a cost you may have this effective means of keeping a 


een, close watch on the doings of Congress. 
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Florida. 


On bringing of suit by foreign corporation that has failed to pay 
its annual capital stock tax. Chapter 14677 as amended by Chapter 
15726 (Florida Laws of 1931) provides that a foreign corporation 
that has failed for six months to file the annual return and pay the 
annual fee prescribed shall be denied the right to maintain any action 
in any Florida court. Here, suit was brought by a foreign corpora- 
tion that at the time a motion to dismiss for failure to comply was 
filed and denied and at the time the defendants filed answer, had not 
complied, in the view of the majority of the Florida Supreme Court, 
which reverses, holding that the motion to dismiss should have been 
granted. The court says: “Surely the subsequent payment of the 
tax did not cure this error. The motion to dismiss should have been 
granted and the complainant required to start its suit all over again 
after first having complied with the law of this state so as to author- 
ize it to maintain the action in a court of this State. If this is not 
the correct interpretation of this statute, when, may it be asked, shall 
the tax be paid? May the complainant corporation wait until the 
day of the final decree, or the decree of confirmation, or until any day 
within the time within which the petition for rehearing might be 
filed? Or, is it not the duty of the court when a bill is filed by a cor- 
poration which has not complied with the law and the defendant 
moves to dismiss the suit, to promptly grant the motion?” Jrwin et 
al. v. Gilson Realty Co., Inc., decided September 13, 1934, Commerce 
Clearing House Court Decisions Reporting Service, Requisition No. 
122310. John C. Gramling, of Miami, for appellants. Stapp, Gourley, 
Vining & Ward, of Miami, for appellee. 


Quo warranto to oust foreign corporation. Information in nature 
of quo warranto seeking order to oust a foreign corporation author- 
ized to do business in Florida. Two propositions of law alleged to 
be applicable: (1) violation of state’s anti-trust laws, and (2) that 
the act under which the corporation obtained its license is unconsti- 
tutional as to it because it operates to permit certain intercorporate 
relations detrimental to the public welfare in contravention of the 
Preamble of the Florida Constitution. Demurrer to information and 
motion to quash overruled and respondent given twenty days in 
which to interpose its answer or plea. Quoted here are some of the 
general holdings of the Florida Supreme Court.. “If the action taken 
by the Attorney General is construed to be an attack upon the con- 
stitutionality of the foreign corporations’ permit statutes, we hold 
that it is within his power as the judicial officer of the executive 
department to do so.” “If the power exists, it is not a question of 
right in him to institute the necessary proceedings when in his 
opinion a condition exists which requires the exercise of the power. 
It is a matter of duty.” “No leave of this court to file the informa- 
tion was required.” “The writ having been issued as of course to 
respondent to show cause why it should not be ousted” by reason of 
the alleged violations “there is nothing for this court to do but to 
determine the issues of law and fact upon the merits as in ordinary 

. . 





Minnesota. 
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proceedings.” State v. S. H. Kress & Co., 155 S. 823. Cary D. Landis, 
Atty. Gen., and Robert H. Givens, Jr., and Edwin Brobston, both of 
Tampa, for corelators. Knight, Thompson & Turner and A. G. Tur- 
ner, all of Tampa, and George C. Bedell, of Jacksonville, for respondent. 
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Holding company not necessarily doing business in foreign state 
because subsidiary is there engaged in business. Here, the question 
is solely whether or not service of process was legal. Two corpora- 
tions, foreign to Minnesota, which have no property within that state 
and have no office there, own between them a large proportion of the 
share stock of a Minnesota corporation. The activities of the foreign 
corporations are confined almost exclusively to the holding of the 
stock. It is evidenced that the strict separate entity of the Minnesota 
corporation is maintained—it conducts its own business under the 
guidance and control of its officers and directors. Two of these 
directors—on a board of eleven—are also directors of the foreign 
corporations. In an action against the foreign corporations process 
was served in their behalf on one of these two directors when in 
attendance on meetings of stockholders and directors in Minnesota. 
Were the foreign corporations engaged in business in Minnesota, 
thus validating the service? Plaintiff contends that as the sole 
business of the foreign corporations is to hold stock in subsidiaries, 
such as the Minnesota company, if they do not manage and control 
the Minnesota corporation neither of such companies would have 
any business to perform, and so that they are “doing business” in 
Minnesota and the service is good. The United States District Court 
of Minnesota, Fourth Division, holds that the foreign corporations 
are not doing business in Minnesota and that the attempted service is 
without force. Motion to quash granted. Smith v. Morris Plan Cor- 
poration of America et al., decided September 10, 1934, Commerce 
Clearing House Court Decisions Reporting Service, Requisition No. 
122224. Brill & Maslon, of Minneapolis, for moving defendants. 
Robert Cowling, of Minneapolis, for plaintiff. 


Rule that solicitation of business merely does not constitute “doing 
business” in state by corporation organized under laws of another 
state applies to alien corporations as well. Defendants here are 
affliated Canadian corporations not licensed to do business in Min- 
nesota and doing no business therein other than freight and passenger 
solicitation carried on at an office maintained in Minneapolis. The 
rail company has no trackage in Minnesota and the water company 
touches no ports of the state; other than office equipment neither 
company has any property in the state. In an action for damages 
attempted service of summons on behalf of the corporation was made 
on the man in charge of the Minneapolis office. The lower court 
held that neither company was present in the state, set aside the 
service and dismissed the action. The United States Circuit Court 
of Appeals, Eighth Circuit, affirms. On the point covered by the 
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caption hereto the court says: “The appellant argues that these cor- 
porations, because they were aliens, cannot successfully assert that 
they were not present in the state of Minnesota, because the rule 
that mere solicitation of business is not enough to subject a foreign 
corporation to the local jurisdiction is not to be applied to foreign 
corporations which are also alien corporations. One would naturally 
suppose that the same rule as to presence in the jurisdiction would 
apply to all foreign corporations whether organized within or with- 
out the United States, and we find no adequate basis in the authori- 
ties for the distinction the appellant contends for.” Marfield v. 
Canadian Pac. Ry. Co. and Can. Pac. Steamships, Ltd., 70 F. (2d) 982. 
Donald O. Wright, of Minneapolis (Alfred W. Bowen, of Minne- 
apolis, on the brief), for appellant. John E. Palmer, of Minneapolis, 
for appellee. 
Missouri. 

On “doing business.” The extracts that follow, from the opinion 
in this case by the Supreme Court of Missouri, are sufficient for 
Journal purposes. “The fact that the applicant owns the controlling 
stock in these two (domestic) operating companies and has the 
power to elect their boards of directors, who in turn elect their offi- 
cers or remove them from the places already held, does not make 
the applicant ‘operate these properties,’ even if the applicant ‘to all 
intents and purposes acts the same as the majority of stockholders 
in case of operating the company.’ Nor does the fact that the appli- 
cant and the two local operating companies have interlocking direc- 
tors and officers prove that the applicant is doing business in this 
state. The fact that all the financing of the Laclede Gas Light Com- 
pany is done by the applicant does not show that the applicant is 
doing business in this state. There is no showing that the applicant 
maintains an office in this state or that the loans were made or col- 
lected in this state. Nor does the fact that the applicant purchases 
all the supplies for the two local operating companies at Chicago 
show it was doing business in this state.” As to the claim that the 
applicant was doing business in Missouri through a subsidiary the 
court says that the appellant failed to show that the subsidiary acts 
as the foreign corporation’s agent. State ex rel. City of St. Louis v. 
Pub. Ser. Com. of Mo., 73 S. W. (2d) 393, 398. Appearances: Julius 
T. Muench and Charles M. Hay, City Counselors, and Forrest G. 
Ferris, Jr., Asso. City Counselor, all of St. Louis; Ragland, Otto & 
Potter, of Jefferson City; D. D. McDonald, of Jefferson City, and 
G. C. Murrell, of Hartville. 


New York. 


New York court assumes jurisdiction of cause involving internal 
affairs of a Maryland corporation. Derivative action by stockholder 
of a corporation on behalf of self and other stockholders similarly 

» situated, to compel defendants (the controlling directors and officers 
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of the corporation) to account for alleged fraud practiced on the 
corporation and its stockholders and for affirmative judgment direct- 
ing that profits derived from the sale of stock the price of which, 
so it is alleged, had been artificially enhanced by pool activities and 
which it is alleged had been issued to their dummies for grossly inade- 
quate considerations in violation of the pre-emptive rights of the 
nonparticipating common stockholders. On motion to strike one 
of plaintiff’s affirmative defenses which asserts that defendant is a 
Maryland corporation having an office for the transaction of busi- 
ness in that state; that it has four plants but none in New York; 
that a decision here requires interpretation of Maryland law and 
of the corporation’s charter and by-laws; and that the New York 
court should decline to take jurisdiction. The New York Supreme 
Court, Special Term, New York County, says: “The question raised 
on this motion is whether the courts of this state will take jurisdic- 
tion of a cause which offers to involve the internal management of 
a foreign corporation in which the basis of the action is the alleged 
fraudulent acts of the directors and officers or relegate it -to the 
jurisdiction of the state in which the corporation is a citizen.” The 
motion is granted—the court assuming jurisdiction. Frank v. 
American Commercial Alcohol Corporation et al., 273 N. Y. S. 622. 
Claude L. Gonnet, of New York City, for plaintiff. Patterson, Eagle, 
Greenough & Day, of New York City (James Lee Kauffman, of 
New York City, of counsel), for defendant Kies. Chadbourne, 
Stanchfield & Levy, of New York City (Horace G. Hitchcock, of 
New York City, of counsel), for defendants Brown, Grimm, Pub- 
licker, Chadbourne, & Capdevielle. Larkin, Rathbone & Perry, of 
New York City (Hersey Egginton and George D. Mumford, both 
of New York City, of counsel), for defendant American Commercial 
Alcohol Corporation. 


Oklahoma. 


Jurisdiction of Federal District Court (Oklahoma) in case involv- 
ing alleged unauthorized issue of stock by a Delaware corporation. 
Minority stockholders of a Delaware corporation, its main place of 
business being in Oklahoma where practically all of its business 
is conducted, bring an action, in the United States District Court, 
N. D. Oklahoma, against the corporation for the cancellation of 
an alleged unauthorized issue of stock and other relief. The stock 
issue in question was to the president and general manager, and 
director, the dominant figure in the management and control of 
the corporation, he being a resident of Oklahoma, as was another 
of the three directors at the time of the transaction involved, the 
consideration being services rendered and to be rendered. The 
jurisdiction of the court was questioned—exercising visitorial pow- 
ers over a foreign corporation. The court says that “the issuance 
of this large block of stock to Hildt, who at all times drew a salary 
for his services to the corporation, was wholly unwarranted” and 
can “see no reason on the ground of either convenience, efficiency, 
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or justice to withhold relief to the complainants in this action and 
compel them to go to the courts of Delaware for redress of their 
grievances.” Decree for complainants canceling a portion of the 
stock and ordering an accounting; application for receiver denied. 
Balch et al. v. Investors Royalty Co. et al., 7 F. Supp. 420. Albert 
C. Hunt, of Oklahoma City and Horace H. Hagan and T. Austin 
Gavin, both of Tulsa, for complainants. Benj. Mossman of Tulsa, 
and J. H. Jarman, W. H. Brown, and Thomas W. Caffey, all of 
Oklahoma City, for defendants. 


Pennsylvania. 


On the right of a state to refuse license to foreign corporation to 
do business within its borders. A Delaware undertaking corpora- 
tion applied to Pennsylvania for a certificate of authority to carry 
on its business in that state. Denied by state authorities because 
of failure to conform to a prescribed statutory condition, namely, 
that all the officers be duly licensed undertakers actively engaged 
in the conduct of the corporation’s business. The Supreme Court 
of Pennsylvania affirms the judgment below refusing injunction 
restraining the Secretary of State from refusing to issue a certificate 
of authority and restraining the District Attorney of Philadelphia 
County from prosecuting complainant criminally, if it should operate 
as a corporation without all officers being undertakers. The court 
quickly passes to the question suggested by the caption hereto. It 
emphatically differentiates the rights of foreign corporations seek- 
ing admission to another state and of those already admitted and 
discusses this difference at length. As to those seeking admission: 
“Corporations organized under a state’s laws, essentially creatures 
of that state, depending on it alone for power and authority, cannot 
by that state be invested with the right to do business in another 
state which must be recognized by such other state. A state may 
wholly exclude a foreign corporation from doing business therein, 
unless it be engaged in interstate or foreign commerce, or is an 
instrumentality of the central government. Before a corporation 
of one state may do business in another, it must, if that state so 
demands, secure its permission to enter. A state may impose any 
conditions it sees fit on the privilege of a foreign corporation to do 
business, provided the conditions do not invade rights created or 
guaranteed by the Federal Constitution. * * * The question is 
not whether the conditions imposed on a foreign corporation enter- 
ing are reasonable, which in this case we unhesitatingly hold they 
are, but whether these conditions invade a federal right. If a state 
may admit foreign corporations to do business subject to certain 
conditions, to hold that any condition imposed must come under 
the scrutiny of the Fourteenth Amendment on the theory of some 
right grounded in the parent state would deny to a state the power 
to regulate the entry of foreign corporations.” * * * A foreign 
corporation seeking to do business in a state is not denied equal 
protection of the law under the Fourteenth Amendment by any state: 
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statute since it is not within the jurisdiction of the state. This is 
so, however unjust a regulation may be deemed.” F. E. Nugent 
Funeral Home, Inc. v. Beamish, Secretary of Commonwealth, et al., 
173 A. 177. Samuel Lippincot Borton, of Philadelphia, for appel- 
lant. A. L. Edwards, Deputy Atty. Gen., and Wm. A. Schnader, 
Atty. Gen., for appellees. 


Taxation 


Kentucky. 


Imported gasoline stored within state and then used by importer 
transportation company as fuel in interstate commerce is subject 
to 5¢ per gallon commodity tax. The taxing act here in question 
imposes a 5¢ per gallon tax on gasoline sold at wholesale. Sold 
“at wholesale” means and includes “any person who shall purchase 
or obtain gasoline without the state and sell or distribute or use 
the same within the state.” The appellee foreign bus transporta- 
tion company has a station in Kentucky where its busses arrive and 
depart from and to destinations over the highways of Kentucky, 
Tennessee and Illinois, and where gasoline imported from without 
the state is stored and subsequently withdrawn from the storage 
tanks for use as fuel in its busses. The question is whether or not 
the gasoline referred to is subject to the tax. In an action by the 
state for the amount of the tax defendant prevailed, its contention 
being that the imposition of the tax would be a direct burden on 
interstate commerce and hence offensive to the commerce clause of 
the Federal Constitution. The Kentucky Court of Appeals reverses, 
holding that under the conditions as stated no burden is imposed 
on interstate commerce by the laying of a commodity tax on the 
imported and stored oil, withdrawn for use as described. Common- 
wealth v. Dixie Greyhound Lines, Inc., 72 S. W. (2d) 1032. H. Warren 
Middleton and Georgia Mae Nelson, of Paducah, for appellant. 
Wheeler, Wheeler & Shelbourne, of Paducah, for appellee. 


Michigan. 


Franchise tax on corporation owning and operating an interna- 
tional bridge. Plaintiff corporation owns and operates a bridge 
across the Detroit river between Michigan and Ontario. It “conveys 
no persons or goods across the bridge or international boundary line. 
It merely collects tolls from such pedestrians or vehicles as use it. 
It provides an instrumentality which others may use in conducting 
foreign business.” The bridge company appeals from a franchise 
tax assessment for 1933 for the privilege of exercising its franchise 
and the transaction of its business within the state. In computing 
the tax “none of the capital or surplus of such corporation repre- 
sented by property exclusively used in interstate commerce” enters 
into the computation. At 287 U. S. 295, same parties, (The Corpo- 
RATION JOURNAL for February, 1933, p. 329), the like fees for 1929 
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and 1930, were sustained. The court there said “We do not con- 
sider whether appellant is engaged in foreign commerce for we are 
of opinion that it has failed to establish that it has no power to carry 
on any business that is not within the protection of the commerce 
clause.” Thereafter the company’s charter was amended to the 
extent of its purposes so that its then powers were to operate and 
maintain the bridge and to charge and collect tolls, only. The Michi- 
gan Supreme Court sustains the tax relying on Henderson Bridge Co. 
v. Kentucky, 166 U. S. 150, and Arkansas etc., Terminal Co. v. State, 
295 S. W. 378 (Certiorari denied, 275 U. S. 548). Covington & Cin- 
cinnati Bridge Co. v. Kentucky, 154 U. S. 204 (state law fixing tolls 
on an interstate bridge held invalid, as a regulation of interstate 
commerce, since the tolls are paid by those who are themselves 
engaged in interstate commerce) is readily differentiated. The court 
concludes: “In our opinion, the fact that plaintiff carries no persons 
or goods across the international line is determination that it is not 
engaged in foreign commerce and its property is not so used by it. 
We so read the authorities above cited.” Detroit International Bridge 
Co. v. Corporation Tax Appeal Board, 255 N. W. 368. Stevenson, 
Butzel, Eaman & Long, of Detroit (Victor W. Klein, of Detroit, 
of counsel), for appellant. Patrick H. O’Brien, Atty. Gen. (Alice 
E. Alexander, of Lansing, of counsel), for appellee. 


Pennsylvania. 


Shaping, polishing, and dressing stone is not “manufacturing” for 
purposes of exemption from capital stock tax. The Pennsylvania 
statutes provide that the capital stock of corporations organized for 
manufacturing purposes and which capital is invested in and actively 
and exclusively employed in manufacturing within the state shall 
be exempt from the state tax on capital stock. Judgment below 
for the state on account of capital stock tax settled against the 
defendant corporation which asserted exemption as being a manu- 
facturing corporation. The Supreme Court affirms. The court says 
that in order for a corporation to be exempt not only must its 
charter show directly from the language used that it was organized 
for manufacturing purposes but it must be evidenced that the corpo- 
ration is actually engaged in manufacturing. And then: “Stated 
generally, what this corporation does is to obtain limestone, blue- 
stone, granite, and some marble in the rough. These stones are split 
with hand tools or sawed by machinery into the desired size for 
shaping, polishing, and dressing by machinery or by hand. On some 
of them, designs and ornaments are worked. When completed they 
are set in the exterior or interior walls of buildings.” That the 
corporation is not engaged in manufacturing is the holding. 
Commonwealth v. Paul W. Bounds Co., 173 A. 633. Murray H. Spahr, 
Jr., of Philadelphia, and Snyder, Miller, Hull & Hull, of Harrisburg, 
for appellant. Philip S. Moyer, Deputy Atty. Gen. and Wm. A. 
Schnader, Atty. Gen., for the Commonwealth. 
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CORPORATE MEETINGS HELD 


During the past few weeks meetings of the corporations named 
below, among many others, have been held at some one of the offices 
of The Corporation Trust Company. 


Southwest Public Service Co. B. H. Howell, Son & Company, Inc. 
American Hide and Leather Co. Detroit Bridge Corporation 


Paterson Brewing Company The Carpenter Steel Company 
Central Oklahoma Service Co. Midvale Steel and Ordnance Co. 
Somerset Importers, Ltd. \twater Kent Company 






























Southwest Utility Dairy Products Company 
L. C. Smith & Corona Typewriters, Inc. 
Western Pacific Railroad Corporation 


Some Important Matters for 
November and December 


This calendar does not purport to cover general taxes or reports to other 
than state officials, or those we have been officially advised are not required 
to be filed. The State Report and Tax Service maintained by The Corporation 
Trust Company System sends timely notice to attorneys for subscribing corpora- 
tions of report and tax matters requiring attention from time to time, furnishing 
information regarding forms, practices and rulings. 





AtasKA—Annual Corporation Tax due on or before January 1.— 
Domestic and Foreign Corporations. 

DeLawaRE—Annual Report due on or before first Tuesday in January. 
—Domestic Corporations. 

District oF CoLtumBia—Annual Report due between January 1 and 
January 20.—Domestic Corporations. 

Grorcia—Annual License Tax Report due on or before January 1.— 
Domestic and Foreign Corporations. 

New Yorx—Annual Franchise Tax on Business Corporations due on 
or before January 1—Domestic and Foreign Business Corpora- 
tions other than real estate and holding companies. 

Supplementary Franchise Tax Return (Form 60 C. T.) due 
on or before November 30.—Domestic and Foreign Corpora- 
tions organized or qualified between June 30 and November 1 
of current year. 

Unitep States—Fourth Installment of Income Tax imposed for the 
calendar year 1933 due on or before December 15.—Domestic 


Corporations and Foreign Corporations having an office or place 
of business in the United States. 
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The Corporation Trust Company’s 
Supplementary Literature 


In connection with the various departments of its business The Cor- 

poration Trust Company publishes the following supplementary pam- 

phlets and forms, any of which it is always glad to send without 
charge to readers of The Journal: 


New Deal Laws of Importance to Corporations—Contains complete 
text of Securities Act of 1933 as amended by Title II of the Securities 
Exchange Act of 1934, all matters in the original act omitted in the 1934 amend- 
ments being set in brackets, and all new matters added by the 1934 amendments 
being set in italics; complete text of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934; and 
complete text of the amendment approved June 7, 1934 to the Bankruptcy Act 
providing for corporate reorganizations. 


The New Bankruptcy Law—Contains, first, the eleven-word amendment 
approved June 18, 1934 to the original amendment to the Bankruptcy 
Act approved June 7, 1934 (and published in our pamphlet New Deal ws 
descri above); second, two examples of voluntary petitions for reorganization 
under the new provisions; and third, two examples of petitions under the new 
provisions for appointment of trustees (reorganization sought). 


The High Cost of Whistles for Corporations—Benjamin Franklin’s 
classic, “The Whistle,” here is shown, by the decisions in actual court 
cases, to have a very pointed application to some of the policies of some business 


corporations of our own day. A sixteen-page pamphlet for both laymen and 
lawyers. 


Special Report—The Case Against Corporate Representation by Business 


Employes. Specific experiences of different corporations with the han- 
dling by untrained ey representatives of such matters as service of process, 
notices of taxes due, filing of corporation reports, etc. 


Amendments to Delaware Corporation Law, 1933. Presents the com- 
plete text of the 1933 amendments to Chapter 65 of the Revised Code, 
all new matters being shown in italics, and repealed matter in brackets, so a 


complete picture is conveyed of the changes effected, while explanatory comments 
show the purpose and result of each change. 


What Constitutes Doing Business. (Revised to April 15, 1934.) A 198- 
page book containing brief digests of decisions selected from those 
in the various states as indicating what is construed in each state as “doin 
business.” The digests are arranged by state, but a Table of Cases and a Topica 
Index make them accessible also by either case name or topic. There is also a 
section containing citations to cases on the question of doing business such as 
to make the company subject to service of process in the state. 


Amateur Corporate Representation. A booklet dealing with some of the 


weaknesses of placing a company's statutory representation in the 
hands of business employes or others not trained in the matters involved. 


Delaware Corporations. Presents in convenient form a digest of the Dela- 
ware corporation law, its advantages for business corporations, the 
attractive provisions for non par value stock, and a brief summary of the statu- 


—- requirements, procedure and costs of incorporation completely revised to 
ect the changes made by the amendments of 1933. 


When Corporations Cross the Line. A simple explanation of the reasons 


for and purposes of the foreign corporation laws of the various states, 
and illustrations of when and how a corporation makes itself amenable to them. 
Of interest both to attorneys and to corporation officials. 


Questionnaire on Business Outside State of Organization. This is a 


form for attorney’s use in determining when a corporation should be 
qualified. The questions are those which will usually bring out the points neces- 
sary to be considered. 
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NEW .... the big two-volume CCH 
BANK LAW FEDERAL SERVICE 


RESERVE AND BANK ACTS UNIT 


Federal Reserve System.—Featuring in five appropriately 
designated Service divisions the entire subject of Federal 
Reserve legislation and regulation, comprising: (1) the 
personnel; (2) the full text of the law; (3) the regula- 
tions; (4) complete annotations; and (5) a table showing 
current rediscount rates. 

Deposit Insurance.—Presenting an exhaustive discussion of 
bank deposit insurance and its administration by the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation. 

National Bank Acts.—Setting forth the “National Bank Act” 
and related laws in full text, comprehensively annotated, 
followed by regulations, instructions, and forms. 

Preferred Stock, Notes, Debentures.—Covering fully the sub- 
ject of issuance of preferred stock, capital notes or deben- 
tures by banks for the purpose raising additional 
capital. 

Bank Conservation—Moratorium—NRA Codes.—Reporting in 
two distinct Service divisions (1) the full text of the 
Bank Conservation Act and the law, executive orders and 
regulatory measures pertaining to the Bank Holiday; 
and (2) complete information on NRA codes and rules 
governing the banking business. 
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tries.—Reporting fully the laws with pertinent rules, 
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Farm Loans.—A comprehensive treatment of Federal legis- 
lation providing for farm loans and farm relief, including 
the Federal Farm Loan Act, Agricultural Adjustment Act, 
Emergency Farm Mortgage Act, Farm Credit Act, Reor- 
ganization of Agricultural Credit Agencies and other 
similar measures. 

Home Loans—National Housing Act.—Covering the complete 
program of Federal aid to home owners, in three Service 
divisions, as follows: (1) Federal Home Loan Bank Act 
and Home Owners’ Loan Act, a Savings and 
Loan Associations, (3) Nationa ousing Act. 

Monetary Regulation.—Reporting fully on Government regu- 
lation of gold, silver and other monetary matters. 

Federal Credit Unions—Postal Savings—Miscellaneous.—Set- 
ting forth in 3 separate Service divisions the full text 
of laws and regulations covering (1) Federal Credit 
Unions, (2) Postal Savings System, and (3) Miscel- 
laneous Federal measures of collateral interest. 
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